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The Future of Government Regulation
of Agriculture: Biting the Hand
That Feeds Us?*
By James B. Wadley**
INTRODUCTION

The general question of the future of government regulation of
agriculture can be turned around somewhat to focus on the future
of agriculture, given the present orientation of government regulations. An incident that allegedly occurred in Wyoming a couple of
years ago, when the ranchers were having trouble with coyotes killing the sheep, illustrates the importance of this future of agriculture. The ranchers in the area decided to get together and, through
their combined wisdom, see what could be done to solve the problem. Everyone they could think of who had any insight or input
into the problem was brought in, and tedious discussion ensued.
They thoroughly discussed the problem of the coyotes killing the
sheep and decided that possibly the most effective solution would
be to sterilize the coyotes. At that point, a rather irate rancher objected: "I beg your pardon, I don't think you understand the problem. The problem is not that the coyotes are raping the sheep, it's
that they're eating them." It would appear to many that government regulation has created more problems than it has resolved or,
at best, is not directed at the most critical problems. In this sense,
it may be both eating and raping the sheep. Until recently, we
have hesitated to raise that problem as a topic that merits serious
consideration. However, it would seem that the question of the future of agriculture, given the current level of regulation, is a valid
question, and it could certainly be argued that a view of the government regulation is incomplete unless we look at that side of the
issue. This article explores some of the negative implications that
might be seen as flowing from our current regulatory approaches
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which bear on the issue of the future of agriculture.
A

BRIEF HISTORY OF GOVERNMENT REGULATION OF AGRICULTURE

Beyond doubt, the agriculture industry has been the subject
and object of governmental regulation to an extent that is often
surprising, even to persons living in farming areas.' The regulations have embraced an extremely wide range of concerns including marketing standards, inspections, animal and plant health,
crop insurance, agricultural research, soil conservation, marketing
agreements in order, quality standards for commodities, commodity exchanges, credit and farm financing, food safety and quality,
livestock and stockyard regulation, container standards, flood control, irrigation, minimum and maximum prices, and marketing
quotas, to name only a few.' Indeed, so pervasive have been the
federal regulations, there is a widely held belief that everything the
farmer does or does not do is somehow dictated by the government. While this is certainly not the case, in some areas governmental regulations have become so firmly established that the negative impacts from deregulation might well even exceed the
problems associated with the regulations themselves.'
For many, the United States Supreme Court decision, Wickard v. Filburn,' symbolizes the extent and nature of governmental
regulation of agriculture. In that case, the Court upheld federal
regulation of the size of a farmer's crop even though the harvest
may have been intended- solely for on-farm consumption on the
theory that congressional authority to regulate commerce "extends
to those activities intrastate which so affect interstate commerce,
or the exertion of the power of Congress over it, as to make regulation of them appropriate means to the attainment of a legitimate
end, the effective execution of the granted power to regulate interstate commerce." 5 Thus, even though the farmer harvested wheat
from only 11.9 acres in excess of his allotment, the disposition of
that excess could be reached by Congress "if it exerts a substantial
1. 1 J. JUERGENSMEYER & J. WADLEY, AGRICULTURAL LAW § 2.1, at 15 (1982).

2. Id.
3. See generally Sundquist, Removing Legal Constraints on Agriculture, 19
S.D.L. REV. 512 (1974); Alagia, FederalMilk Marketing Orders:A Fair Return to
the Dairy Farmer is Not Undue Price Enhancement, 21 S.D.L. REv. 591 (1976).
4. 317 U.S. 111 (1942).
5. Id. at 124 (quoting Chief Justice Stone's majority opinion in United States
v. Wrightwood Dairy Co., 315 U.S. 110, 119 (1942)).
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economic effect on interstate commerce," notwithstanding that
that wheat might be consumed entirely by the farmer on his own
farm. Clearly, under the rationale of Wickard v. Filburn, once it
has been determined that the matter to be regulated is properly
within the bounds of the commerce clause, Congress is fairly free
to choose the means it deems appropriate to implement effectively
the policy of the legislation, provided it is not unreasonable, arbitrary, or discriminatory. To many farmers, the frightening prospect
raised by this conclusion is that their agricultural operations may
be regulated based on their potential rather than actual impact on
interstate commerce, notwithstanding that the activity involved itself is intrastate in nature. Although in recent years Congress has
*not elected to exercise the full extent of its regulatory power in this
broad sense, the apparent discretion granted to Congress by the
Supreme Court to choose the most appropriate manner in which to
carry out its purposes means the farmers' fears are not without
substantial legal foundation.
It is tempting,' given the breadth of the Wickard decision, to
assume that governmental involvement in agriculture invariably
occurs with the kind of regulation in mind that the Court authorized in that case. Fortunately, such has not been the situation.
Even a casual examination of current and past governmental programs affecting and involving agriculture reveals that a large portion of those programs are not regulatory at all in the Wickard v.
Filburn sense. 7 Indeed, much of the specific effort of the Department of Agriculture which is directed toward the farm sector is
research or support services oriented8 or is designed to develop,
promote or protect markets for farm products.9 Indeed, it may be
surprising how many of the so-called farm programs are designed
to achieve a consumer-oriented benefit virtually without regard to
specific, direct on-farm impacts. 10 Finally, even where programs
are directed at the same concerns of overproduction and low prices
that were at issue in Wickard v. Filburn, programs in recent years
6. 317 U.S. at 125.
7. See W. RASMUSSEN

& G. BAKER, PRICE-SUPPORT AND ADJUSTMENT PROGRAMS FROM 1933 THROUGH 1978: A SHORT HISTORY (USDA Agric. Info. Bull. No.

424, Economics, Statistics & Cooperatives Service, 1979).
8. See generally A.D. O'RouRKE, THE CHANGING DIMENSIONS OF U.S. AGRICULTURAL POLICY

86-92 (1978).

9. Id.
10. See, e.g., Wadley, Small Farms: The USDA, Rural Communities and Urban Pressures,21 WASHBURN L.J. 478, 510-14 app. (1982).
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have been structured on a voluntary participation basis as opposed
to a mandatory participation basis.1

The history of governmental regulation of agriculture has its

roots in the far distant past-though, for practical purposes, it
may be traced to the early 1930's when the farm sector was suffering from an unprecedented economic crisis and the worst economic-social-political wrenching in its history.' 2 In response, Congress adopted several pieces of legislation which even today form
3
the basis of our farm programs. The Agriculture Adjustment Act1

was adopted on May 12, 1933, to restore purchasing power to the

farm sector. This Act introduced such concepts as parity, production adjustment, and support payments. Although portions of this
Act were declared unconstitutional by the Supreme Court, 4 much
of the Act was re-adopted in the Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act of 1937.15 On October 17, 1933, the Commodity Credit
Corporation (CCC) was established,' s making price support loans
possible. In 1938, Congress adopted the Agricultural Adjustment

Act of 193817 which, together with the reenacted Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1933, constitutes the statutory basis for most of
the current major price stabilization and support programs for ba11. 1 J. JUERGENSMEYER & J. WADLEY, supra note

245-356.

1, §§ 9.1 through 12.12, at

12. W. RASMUSSEN & G. BAKER, supra note 7, at 1.

13. Agricultural Adjustment Act, ch. 25, tit. I, 48 Stat. 31 (1933) (codified as
re-enacted by Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act of 1937, ch. 296, 50 Stat.
246). See infra note 15.
14. United States v. Butler, 297 U.S. 1 (1936).
15. Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act of 1937, ch. 296, 50 Stat. 246. Reenacted were the following sections: § 1 (relating to the declaration of emergency),
currently codified at 7 U.S.C. § 601 (1976); § 2 (relating to declaration of policy),
currently codified at 7 U.S.C. § 602 (1976); § 8a(5)-(9) (relating to violations and
enforcement), currently codified at 7 U.S.C. § 608a(5)-(9) (1976); § 8b (relating to
marketing agreements), currently codified at 7 U.S.C. § 608b (1976); § 8c (relating
to orders), currently codified at 7 U.S.C. § 608c (1976 & Supp. III 1979); § 8d
(relating to books and records), currently codified at 7 U.S.C. § 608d (1976); § 8e
(relating to determination of base period), former version at 7 U.S.C. § 608e, repealed 1948; § 10(a), (b)(2), (c), (f), (g), (h), (i) (miscellaneous provisions), currently codified at 7 U.S.C. § 610(a), (b)(2), (c), (f), (g), (h), (i) (1976); § 12(a), (c)
(relating to appropriation and expenses), currently codified at 7 U.S.C. § 612(a),
(c) (1976 & Supp. III 1979); § 14 (relating to separability), currently codified at 7
U.S.C. § 614 (1976).
16. Exec. Order No. 6340, October 16, 1933 (for a brief synopsis of the early
legislative history of the Commodity Credit Corporation, see 1948 U.S. CODE
CONG. SERVICE 2138, 2141-47).
17. Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, ch. 30, tit. I-IV, 52 Stat. 31.
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sic farm commodities."8 Several acts have been adopted since this
period including the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1949,19 the
National Wool Act of 1954,10 the Agricultural Trade Development
and Assistance Act of 1954,21 the Food and Agricultural Act of
1977,22 the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1980,28 and the Agriculture and Food Act of 1981.24 While these more recent acts have
modified programs somewhat, they are in most respects a continuation of programs and goals which had been in effect since the
1930's and 1940's. 25 All of these programs appear to be based on
the common underlying assumption that governmental intervention in agricultural economic affairs is both necessary and desirable, though the extent of that intervention may vary from program
to program.2 6
A BRIEF HISTORY OF AMERICAN FARMING POLICY

In many respects, the history of the settlement of most of the
United States is the history of public acquisition of land and its
subsequent distribution to individuals who would use the land primarily for agricultural purposes.27 Throughout this history, the formal governing policy appears to have been one of consciously attempting to maximize individual land ownership by distributing
land to the greatest number of landowners and by limiting the size
of the individual allocations.2 8 In pursuing this policy, the Jefferso18. See 1 J. JUERGENSMEYER & J. WADLEY, supra note 1, §§ 9.1 through 9.9;
W. RASMUSSEN & G. BAKER, supra note 7.
7 U.S.C. §§ 601-624 (1976 & Supp. III 1979).
7 U.S.C. §§ 1781-1787 (1976).
Id. §§ 1691-1736(f). This act is better known as Public Law 480.
Codified within 7 U.S.C. §§ 608-624 (1976 & Supp. III 1979).
Pub. L. No. 96-213, 94 Stat. 119 (1954).
Pub. L. No. 97-98, 95 Stat. 1341 (1981).
A.D. O'ROURKE, supra note 8, at 82.
Id. at 86.
See, e.g., P. GATES, HISTORY OF PUBLIC LAND LAW DEVELOPMENT (1968);
B. HIBBARD, A HISTORY OF THE PUBLIC LAND POLICmS (1924); J. SHAFER, THE SOciAL HISTORY OF AMERICAN AGRICULTURE (1936); Greene, Promised Land: A Contemporary Critique of Distributionof Public Land by the United States, 5 ECOLOGY L.Q. 707 (1976); Taylor, Public Policy and the Shaping of Rural Society, 20
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.

S.D.L. REV. 475 (1975).

28. See STAFF OF SENATE COMM. ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION AND FORESTRY,
96TH CONG., 2D SESS., FARM STRUCTURE: A HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE ON CHANGES
IN THE NUMBER AND SIZE OF FARMS 18-23 (Comm. Print 1980) (written statement

of David Brewster, Changes in the Family Farm Concept) [hereinafter cited as
FARM STRUCTURE].
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nian notion of the family farm was adopted as the preferred land
tenure pattern for American agriculture, as that concept maximized the number of farmers through its size and labor considerations.2 9 Although agriculture has changed dramatically from the
time of Jefferson, our formal adherence to a "family farm" tenure
policy has not changed. 0 As a practical matter, however, actual
government programs, as opposed to formal government policy,
have sought to promote other objectives and have even been identified as a contributing cause of the decline in the number and importance of family farms. 1 In fact, the definition of what constitutes a family farm has been varied over the years to lend formal
government support to programs that promoted bigness and consolidation (as opposed to maximum farm operators and self-sufficiency) to the point that the basic principles of the Jeffersonian
family farm idea have systematically and completely been aban32
doned.
In terms of orientation, our specific farm programs promoting
this policy may be said to have developed through a sequence of
29. Id. See also Doering III & Waldo, How Have Government Programs Affected Structure of Agriculture? in FAMILY FARM AND OTHER CHOICES . . . ISSUES
CONCERNING THE STRUCTURE OF AGRICULTURE (North Central
Pub. No. 143) [hereinafter cited as FAMILY FARM CHOICES].

Regional Extension

30. See, e.g., § 102(a) of the Agriculture and Food Act of 1981 (see supra
note 24):
Congress reaffirms the historical policy of the United States to foster and
encourage the family farm system of agriculture in this country. Congress
believes that the maintenance of the family farm system of agriculture is
essential to the social well-being of the Nation and the competitive production of adequate supplies of food and fiber. Congress further believes
that any significant expansion of nonfamily owned large-scale corporate
farming enterprises will be detrimental to the national welfare. It is
neither the policy nor the intent of Congress that agricultural and agricultural-related programs be administered exclusively for family farm
operations, but it is the policy and the express intent of Congress that no
such program be administered in a manner that will place the family
farm operations at an unfair economic disadvantage.
31. See Wadley, supra note 10, at 494-97; Scher, Catz & Mathews, USDA:
Agriculture at the Expense of Small Farmers and Farmworkers, 7 U. TOL. L.
REV. 837 (1976). See also Family Farm Antitrust Act: Hearings on S. 334 Before
the Subcomm. on Antitrust, Monopoly and Business Rights of the Senate Comm.
on the Judiciary,96th Cong., 1st Sess. 132 (1979) (Mark Ritchie, The Loss of Our
Family Farms: Inevitable Results or Conscious Policy?; from the prepared statement of A.V. Krebs) [hereinafter cited as Family Farm Antitrust Act: Hearings].
32. FARM STRUCTURE, supra note 28, at 22-23 (written statement of David
Brewster).
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three major policy development stages. The first stage began with
the colonization of this continent and ended in the first quarter of
this century. This phase might be characterized as a development
phase during which concern was directed towards land settlement,
resource development and enhanced productivity.8 During this period, almost all agricultural production occurred on family operated farms, regardless of whether farming occurred in the Northwest, on the plantations of the South, or on the haciendas of the
Spanish Southwest."' From the outset, however, the federal government farm policy favored the expansion of the Northeastern
family farm tradition, which was promoted through settlement and
land distribution programs."
By the mid-1800's, farming had developed to the point that
the United States was exporting farm products in substantial
amounts, and agriculture was recognized as not only a way of providing for the family and the local community but a major national
business as well. As the nation's need for foreign capital to help
finance industrial growth developed, agricultural exports became
very important, and federal programs and policies began to emphasize the need for expanded agricultural production. These programs were so successful during the nineteenth century that as a
result of dramatic increases in agricultural production, chronic economic adjustment problems were beginning to occur in the agriculture sector by the late 1920's and early 1930's.3' From a policy
point of view, the program emphasis on production had the effect
of shifting government focus away from the local community orientation of the family farm tradition toward a more "individual
farmer and national welfare" orientation.
The second major phase of policy development had its beginnings in the late 1920's and was concerned with the management of
large commodity surpluses and excess production that was occur33. Sustainable Agricultural Systems: Hearings Before the Subcomm. on
Department Operations,Research, and Foreign Agriculture of the House Comm.
on Agriculture, 97th Cong., 2d Sess. 67 (1982) (statement of Kenneth Farrell)
[hereinafter cited as Sustainable Agricultural Systems].
34. Family Farm Antitrust Act: Hearings, supra note 31, at 70 (statement of
W. Goldschmidt, The Rural Foundations of the American Culture).

35. Id. See also FARM

STRUCTURE,

supra note 28, at 3 (written statement of

W. Rasmussen).
36. Sustainable Agricultural Systems, supra note 33, at 67 (statement of
Kenneth Farrell).
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ring at that time.37 During the early part of this period, attention
was focused primarily on the problems of economic recovery from
the Depression and the need to remedy chronic low prices and incomes in the agricultural sector.3 8 However, by World War II, agriculture was caught up in a period of rapid, technology-induced
transformation, and concern shifted toward problems resulting
from this so-called "green revolution." During the latter part of
this period, the predominant structural change was the precipitous
decline in the use of farm labor. 89 Further, there was a mass exodus of people from rural to urban areas40 and an increase in the
incidence of poverty in the farm sector among those who were left
behind and who did not benefit from the rapid increase in productivity in U.S. agriculture.4 In addition, many of the functions that
.formerly were performed on the farm were shifted to the industrial
sector, and many service functions which farmers could not provide for themselves-research, extension, credit, agricultural education, legal services, insurance, and manufactured consumer
goods-were created and provided by the non-farm economy. 42 Finally, the needs and concerns of a now predominant urban society
forced a shift in our focus on agriculture from that of farming as a
way of life toward a view of farming as an industry and as a source
of food and fiber for the non-farm, urban sector. 43 This transformation of agriculture required a massive infusion of capital and
technology and has resulted in the evolution of a science-driven,
industrial-like food system in which the larger farms were contributing and were expected to contribute a disproportionate share of
37. Id.

38. Id.

39. FARM STRUCTURE, supra note 28, at 63 (written statements of E. Swanson
& T. Sonka).
40. Sustainable Agricultural Systems, supra note 33, at 67 (statement of
Kenneth Farrell).
41. FARM STRUCTURE, supra note 28, at 59 (written statement of P. Dorner).
42. Id. at 58.
43. According to the USDA:
Agriculture policy should be directed toward maintaining agriculture as a
viable industry and not as a way of life. The numbers of farms or farm
population size is irrelevant except as these influence performance of the
agricultural industry. There is no objective evidence to support the argument that there would be a net social benefit if the farm population were
to increase or if its present size were maintained.
Scher, Catz & Mathews, supra note 31, at 844-45 (quoting U.S. DEP'T OF AGRIC.,

YOUNG EXECUTIVES COMM., NEW DIRECTIONS FOR THE U.S. AGRICULTURE POLICY,

reprinted in 118 CONG.

REC.

21,737 (1972)).
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farm production."
With this emphasis on production, the family farm operator
was under considerable pressure to expand his volume of production and increase farm efficiency."' In many, if not most, cases the
choice presented the farmer was fairly limited: he could continue
without farm-size expansion if he were willing to accept declining
relative incomes, or he could buy machinery and expand his land
base to produce a higher total income.46 Recent studies have indicated that many such farmers opted for expansion-not so much
for efficiency reasons but simply to increase farm income.
By the mid-1970's, agricultural programs were being heavily
influenced by international trade considerations and global demands for food and fiber, and we entered the third phase of development.4 8 During the early part of this period, farmers were encouraged to plant "fence row to fence row" in order to supply a
growing export market for agricultural products. This demand for
exports has been a driving force behind recently expanded agricultural production; and agricultural sales-now approximately forty
billion dollars per year-lead all other export earnings and have
helped to remedy chronic balance-of-payment problems and to
support the value of the dollar abroad. 49 As with the earlier phase,
however, this period has seen the generation of tremendous surpluses of certain commodities and the further consolidation of
farmland into fewer and larger farms. Farm policy of the 1970's
has clearly reflected this programmatic concern with a continuation of production-oriented programs.
Except for the earliest phase of agricultural program development, there has been a definite tendency in our farm policy to view
agriculture primarily in terms of its ability to provide the urbanizing sector of our nation with adequate supplies of food and fiber,
and there has been a tendency in our farm programs to focus on
44. FARM

STRUCTURE,

45. Id. at 54.
46. Id.
47. See, e.g., T.

supra note 28, at 59 (written statement of P. Dorner).

MILLER,

G.

RODEWALD

& R.

MCELROY, ECONOMICS OF SIZE IN

U.S. FIELD CROP FARMING (USDA Agric. Econ. Rep. No. 472, Economics & Statistics Service 1981).
48. Sustainable Agricultural Systems, supra note 33, at 67 (statement of
Kenneth Farrell).
49. STAFF OF SENATE COMM. ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, AND FORESTRY,
97TH CONG., 1ST SEss., AGRICULTURAL LAND AVAILABILITY 220 (Comm. Print 1981)
(written statement of D. McClintock, Global Significance of U.S. Cropland, Research Paper No. 6) [hereinafter cited as AGRICULTURAL LAND AVAILABILITY].
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the ability of the individual farmer to improve his income and his
productivity. As a result, these programs have given little meaningful attention to the role played by small and middle-sized farms
with respect to rural community welfare and have largely overlooked the overall societal impacts on our present agricultural land
tenure system occasioned by the historic trend toward expanded
farm size and reduced farm numbers.
POLICY PROBLEMS AND

USDA

If one looks at the collection of programs through which government has become increasingly involved in agriculture, those
that are administered by the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) are popularly understood to be the most important
and prominant because in most people's minds, USDA represents
the major, if not only, government agency concerned with agriculture. As a matter of fact, many other agencies are involved and,
upon reflection, certainly few of us would argue these agencies do
not play an important role in that regard. We might find, however,
the extent of involvement by other agencies and the nature of their
impact on agriculture to be surprising.
For example, a recent study of federal programs, conducted by
the National Agricultural Land Study, initially inventoried and
screened approximately 1,000 programs for their impact on agricultural land availability.50 Of these, 131 were selected for subsequent
analysis, and the study concluded that approximately seventy percent of these programs had effects which specifically reduced the
availability of agricultural land.5 1 These programs affecting agricultural land were found in a wide range of federal agencies, in addition to USDA, and included the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), Economic Development Administration
(EDA), Veterans Administration (VA), Water and Power Resources Service (WPRS), Corps of Engineers (COE), Tennessee
Valley Authority (TVA), Department of Energy (DOE), and the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).2 While these agencies
were identified as having programs which exhibited characteristics
that resulted in the conversion of agricultural land to non-farm
50. AGRICULTURAL LAND AVAILABILITY, supra note 49, at 348 (written statement of T. Mierzwa & H. Hiemstra, Federal Programs Affecting Agricultural
Land Availability, Research Paper No. 11).
51. Id.

52. Id.

[!983:299]
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use, still other agencies have been identified as having a substantial regulatory impact on the business of farming itself.5 3 These include the Department of Interior, the Department of Labor, the
Department of Commerce, the Department of the Treasury (particularly the Internal Revenue Service), and the Department of
Health and Human Services. In many of these agencies, the impact
on agriculture is not just peripheral but is the direct result of programs which have been specifically designed to deal with problems
and with concerns in the agricultural sector." Thus, although it
may be fair to say that USDA is the primary federal agency responsible for farm-oriented programs, our national concern and
program authority is actually widely scattered throughout a multiplicity of federal agencies. This fragmentation has sometimes resulted in agencies simultaneously pursuing conflicting policy objectives 5 and has raised serious questions about the existence of a
coordinated federal policy toward agriculture and about the level
of concern in these other agencies." Unfortunately, it would appear that taken as a whole, our government programs and policies
affecting agriculture represent nothing but a collection of individual policies designed primarily to respond to specific short-term
situations and considerations. In fact, it has been observed that:
[T]here is not a single, integrated U.S. farm policy; instead a series of policies exists, piled one upon the other and often inconsistent in intent and effect. While the government may have its
right foot on the throttle,
at the same time it may have its left
7
foot on the brake.
53. See 1 J. JUERGENSMEYER & J.

at 233-44.

WADLEY,

supra note 1, §§ 8.1 through 8.7,

54. Id.
55. A.D. O'ROURKE, supra note 8, at 87. See also Garner, Innovative Strategies for Conserving Soil and Water, 3 AGRIC. L.J. 543, 546 (1982).
56. For example, Mierzwa and Hiemstra in reviewing the National Agricultural Land Study concluded that only 2 of the 37 agencies reviewed currently had
explicit policy tools designed to insure that the agency's program impacts on agriculture would be considered in decision-making. AGRICULTURAL LAND AVAILABILiTY, supra note 49, at 349 (written statement of T. Mierzwa & H. Hiemstra, see
supra note 50).
57. A.D. O'ROURKE, supra note 8, at 87. This author lists the following as
separate, not always coordinated, policies pursued by USDA alone: 1. price supports; 2. supply control; 3. marketing orders and agreements; 4. trade restrictions;
5. soil conservation; 6. supply utilization programs; 7. consumer welfare programs;
8. exports; 9. special government arrangements (e.g., International Wheat Agreement); 10. science and technology; 11. infrastructure development programs (e.g.,
credit and crop insurance, market information, rural utilities, etc.).
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It may be said of agriculture, as was said of our lack of a comprehensive public land policy some years ago that:
Thus far there has been no genuine . . . policy in and for the
United States. True enough, there have been temporizing plans,
some of them good for a time, and for certain sections. But a plan
involving and comprehending the welfare of the whole nation, varied to fit different parts of the country, we have not had. 8
This lack of a coordinated federal farm policy and national view of
what we really want to have happen to agriculture in the long run
is proving to be a severe handicap in dealing with some of the serious problems currently affecting agriculture-such as, preservation
of agricultural land, protection of family farms, maintenance of a
viable middle-sized farm economy, and promotion of access to
farming for young, would-be farmers.
In the absence of a coordinated national agricultural policy,
the individual policy orientations of the respective agencies become more important, and in the case of USDA-since it occupies
a dominating position-policy orientation becomes critical. However, the orientation of USDA appears to be such that its collection of specific policies should not be viewed as an acceptable substitute for the needed comprehensive national policy. This is
because the policy orientation of USDA may be characterized as
unacceptably narrow, as biased against medium and small-sized
farms, and as having had and threatening to have undesirable
long-term structural impacts on the agricultural sector.
First, the overall tenor of USDA programs is narrowly focused
on economic issues and problems and many, if not most, of the
Department's major programs appear to consist almost entirely of
economic responses to perceived economic problems.59 In many respects, this orientation is understandable and defensible since unquestionably farming has been beset with severe economic
problems. It is beyond doubt, for example, that today's farmer suffers the consequences of over-production, depressed commodity
prices and high interest rates. In many cases, commodities are sold
for prices lower than the farmer's real production costs. As one
commentator observed:
Farmers were selling more and more and earning less and less.
This year's net income doesn't even begin to cover the interest
payments on all those agricultural loans; and interest on farm
A HISTORY OF THE PUBLIC LAND POLICIES 562 (1924).
59. See generally A.D. O'RoURKE, supra note 8, at 87.
58. B. HIBBARD,
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loans this year will cost U.S. farmers 22 billion, and total farm
indebtedness, which stands at 194 billion, is an unprecedented 12
60
times net farm income.
Several economic problems in the farm sector have been in existence since the 1930's when much of today's legislative framework was established, and these problems are certain to continue.
The governmental response to these problems is understandable:
programs have been adopted that have sought, on the one hand, to
assure the farmer a reasonable income, while on the hand, to protect the nation as a whole from the effects of a farm crisis by seeking to maintain an abundant and reasonably priced supply of food
and fiber for the consumer. These programs have attempted to stabilize farm prices, reduce input costs, make more efficient use of
farm resources, and expand the scale of farming operations. The
programs have been fairly specifically tailored to the underlying
economic problems to which they have been addressed.
Although there is considerable agreement as to the existence
of serious economic problems in the farm sector, it is likewise certainly true that there are other equally serious problems, from
which our attention has been fairly diverted, due to our narrow
and obsessive concern with the economic side of issues relating to
overproduction, low prices, high production costs and low incomes.
These other problems include the questions of rural community
stability, rural population displacement, the demise of the family
farm, and the future of farming opportunities for the would-be
farmers of tomorrow. Although much effort has been made in recent years to call these problems to the attention of policymakers
within the federal government generally and within USDA specifically,61 there seems to be little evidence that these problems will
receive the same level of programmatic response or attention as
the economic problems.
Second, USDA bias in favor of larger farms to the detriment
of middle-sized and small farms has been widely documented and
described, 62 and its impact has been examined in a number of re60. See Kindel & Saunders, Please Come Back, W.J. Bryan, FORBES, Aug. 30,

1982.
61. See, e.g., Breimyer &Frederick, Does the Family Farm Really Matter? in
FAMILY FARM CHOICES, supra note 29, at 5; NEW DIRECTIONS IN FARM, LAND AND
FOOD POLICIES, AGRICULTURAL PROJECT, CONFERENCE ON ALTERNATIVE STATE AND
LOCAL POLICIES (J. Belden, G. Edwards, C. Guyer & L. Webb, eds. 1979) [hereinafter cited as NEW DIRECTIONS IN FARM].

62. See, e.g., Wadley, supra note 10, at 494-97; Family Farm Antitrust Act:
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cent studies.6 For example, it has been recently suggested that
only twenty-five percent of all federally supported research was directly benefitting the small farmer," and only five percent of all
extension work was believed to have been directly beneficial to the
same class of farmers. 5 This was so even though seventy percent
of all farmers were classified as "small" by USDA. 66 Similarly, research has indicated that the largest ten percent of farms receives
nearly half of the direct government support payments while the
smallest farmers, who make up half of the participants, receive
only ten percent.6 7
By targeting, whether consciously or not, programs that reward productivity, that offer improved technologies, and that make
available the wherewithal needed for the expansion of farm operations, to the larger, arguably more efficient farm operations, the
Department has contributed to a number of significant negative
impacts. First, large surpluses of many commodities have developed.6 8 Second, agriculture had become a resource-energy intensive
industry at a level that probably cannot be sustained.6 9 Third, the
difficulty of acquiring adequate finances for growth and expansion
has greatly increased the debt load of the farm sector 70 and has
Hearings, supra note 31, at 363 app. (Luther Tweeten, Structure of Agriculture
and Policy Alternatives to Preserve the Family Farm).
63. See, e.g., Family Farm Antitrust Act: Hearings, supra note 31, at 55
(statement of W. Goldschmidt, Reflections on Arvin and Dinuba); Abourezk, Agriculture, Antitrust and Agribusiness, 20 S.D.L. REV. 499 (1975); Heady, Public
Policies in Relation to Farm Size and Structure, 23 S.D.L. REv. 608 (1978);
Scher, Catz & Mathews, supra note 31; Smith, Social Stratification in the Agri-

cultural Sections of the U.S., 34
TOMATOES, HARD TIMES:

A

RURAL

Soc. 496 (1969); J.

HIGHTOWER, HARD

REPORT OF THE AGRIBUSINESS ACCOUNTABILITY PROJECT

ON THE FAILURE OF AMERICA'S LAND GRANT COLLEGE COMPLEX (Cambridge 1973);
R.N. KOLITCH, OUR 31,000 LARGEST FARMS (USDA Agric. Econ. Rep. No. 175, Ec-

onomic Research Service 1976); W. Goldschmidt, Large Scale Agriculture and the
Rural Social Structure, 43 RURAL Soc. 362 (1978).
64. USDA Research and Extension on Family Farms, 1979: Hearings on S.
161 Before Subcomm. on Agricultural Research, 96th Cong., 2d Sess. (comment
by Sen. Stewart).
65. Id.
66. Id.
67. W. LIN, J. JOHNSON & L. CALVIN, FARM COMMODITY PROGRAMS, WHO PARTICIPATES, WHO BENEFITS? (USDA Agric. Econ. Rep. No. 474, Economic Research
Service 1981).
68. Doering III & Waldo, in FAMILY FARM CHOICES, supra note 29, at 17.
69. FARM STRUCTURE, supra note 28, at 59 (written statement of P. Dorner).
70. Sustainable Agricultural Systems, supra note 33, at 83 (statement of N.
Sampson).
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made it virtually impossible for young people to get control of suf-

ficient capital to enter farming with an adequate-sized farm.7 1
Fourth, the adoption of labor-saving farm technologies has resulted in a massive displacement of farm laborers which has intensified problems of poverty in both the farm and the non-farm sectors. 2 Fifth, increased productivity on fewer farms and fewer
farmed acres has possibly lulled us into a false sense of security as
to the adequacy of our total farmland base despite massive conversions of farmland to irreversible urban uses.73 Sixth, as total numbers of farms have decreased, serious decline has occurred in many
rural communities-sometimes the result of and sometimes the
cause of farm support industries and other businesses leaving those
communities.7 4 Finally, control over commodity production has become concentrated in the hands of the very few. It has been reported that the largest five percent of farms collects nearly fifty
percent of the market while the smallest fifty percent of our farms
has less than five percent of the sales.7 Similarly, it has been
noted that the largest twenty-five percent of all farms produces
7
eighty percent of all farm marketing. '
It has historically been very difficult for the smaller and arguably less productive farmers, rural residents, and other similar
groups to organize so as to get the attention of the Department in
a way that might result in programs more responsive to their
needs. It is similarly difficult for these groups to communicate
their lack of support for existing programs in a way that is seen as
threatening or politically significant by the Department. 77 Thus,
the program orientation of the Department is not likely to change.
71. FARM STRUCTURE, supra note 28, at 59 (written statement of P. Dorner).
72. Id. at 59-60.
73. See generally Juergensmeyer, Farmland Preservation: A Vital Agricultural Law Issue for the 1980's, 21 WASHBURN L.J. 443 (1982).

74. It has been estimated that for every six farms that go out of business, one
rural business goes out of business as well. See NEW DIRECTIONS IN FARM, supra
note 61, at 254.
75. Family Farm Antitrust Act: Hearings, supra note 31, at 131 (prepared

statement of A.V. Krebs).
76. Id. at 137 (prepared statement of A.V. Krebs, quoting Mark Ritchie, see
supra note 31).
77. The reason for such a lack of responsiveness is grounded in how the Department functions as a bureaucracy. For further treatment of the problem, see
Wadley, supra note 10, at 506-08; Eisenstadt, Bureaucracy, Bureaucratization
and Debureaucratization,4 AD. Sci. Q. 302 (1959); Brecht, How Bureaucracies
Develop and Function, 292 ANNALS AM. ACAD. POL. SCi. 1 (1954).
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Third, the policies of the Department have had an undesirable
impact on farm structure and will continue to do so unless they
concern themselves with the broader farm sector issues. Questions
of farm structure have historically been of interest to the farm sector. Indeed, it has been suggested that farm structure issues were a
major force in both the American Revolution and the Civil War. s
Farm structure is defined as the control and organization of resources needed for farm production. It includes considerations involving the number and size of farms, the degree of specialization
in production and in the technology employed, the ownership and
control of the productive resources, the barriers to entry and exit
in farming, and the social, economic and political situations of the
7

farmers themselves.

9

In recent years, the question of farm structure has been widely
debated because of implications arising from the concentration of
land ownership in fewer and fewer farmers, the effects of reduced
farm numbers and of increased farm size on rural communities,
and the possible control of production and marketing decisions by
farm corporations."0 Although in recent years there has been an
increase in the number of farms (particularly small farms), the
trends of the past fifty years toward fewer and larger farms and
toward more concentrated farm ownership do not appear likely to
be reversed. It has been predicted that in the near future, land
ownership will be concentrated such that only one percent of the
remaining farm operators will possess half of the nation's arable
land and food supply capacity.81 It has been suggested that many
of the structural changes that have occurred in agriculture in recent years have been induced by governmental, particularly USDA,
programs. 82 Although many of the undesirable impacts on farm
structure are probably not intended, it remains true that, as the
Secretary of Agriculture has observed, "We have few programs to78. FARM
Rasmussen).
79. Id.

STRUCTURE,

80. Id. See also M.

supra note 28, at 3 (written statement of W.

FUND

& E.

CLEMENT, DISTRIBUTION OF LAND AND WATER

(1982).
81. Kline, The Embattled Independent Farmer, N.Y. Times, Nov. 29, 1981
(Magazine), at 139.
82. See, e.g., Family Farm Antitrust Act: Hearings, supra note 31, at 132:

OWNERSHIP IN SOUTHWEST KANSAS, KANSAS RURAL CENTER

"Our contention is that the 'loss of family farms' is not the unfortunate result of
policies which failed, but are in fact the result of carefully developed and successfully implemented plans to eliminate family-farmers." (prepared statement of

A.V. Krebs, quoting Mark Ritchie, see supra note 31).
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day that deal specifically with farm structure and no comprehensive policy on the subject at all."83
THE FUTURE

Notwithstanding that American agriculture is well into its
fourth century, its future is far from secure. It would appear that
down the road it is facing not only perilous economic times, but its
viability as a popularly based industry capable of sustaining itself
may also be at stake. To some extent, this may be attributable at
least in part to our past and present policies. As one expert recently observed: "It is my belief that in the modern world, the
types and levels of protection afforded to agriculture have become
asinine. Governments rarely deliver what they promise. We must
get out of the present foolish cycle of piling one failed policy upon
another." '
Some recent predictions as to the future of agriculture are
very interesting. The USDA has released projections, suggesting
that by the year 2000 farm numbers will be reduced to 1.8 million.8 5 The significance of this is that it represents a decrease of
over 700,000 in the present number of farmers. Recent studies
which have focused on who is leaving farming suggest some interesting points in this regard. First, the larger farms are increasing in
number.8 6 Surprisingly, the small farms have also been increasing
in number.8 7 The farms that are disappearing, that will probably
make up the bulk of the 700,000 lost farms, are the middle-sized
farms. Recent research has concluded:
One of the most significant trends in farm size is the decline in
the number of. middle-sized farms. If this trend continues, and
the number of mid-sized farms declines further, American agriculture could be left with essentially only two classes of farms (a
bimodal distribution)-a moderate number of large farms producing most of the output, many small farms producing little, and a
83. Doering III & Waldo, in FAMILY FARM CHOICES, supra note 29, at 20.
84. A.D. O'RoURKE, supra note 8, at 218.
85. Anderson, Washington Merry-Go-Round, Topeka Capitol J., May 17,
1983, at 4, col. 6.
86. See, e.g., ECONOMIC RESEARCH SERVICE, USDA, SENATE COMM. ON AGRI-

CULTURE, NUTRITION AND FORESTRY, 97TH CONG., 1ST SESS., STATUS OF THE FAMILY

FARM: FARM ORGANIZATION AND PERFORMANCE IN THE 1970's, at 7, 11 (Comm.
Print 1982) [hereinafter cited as STATUS OF THE FAMILY FARM].
87. Id.
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few mid-sized farms in transition to one of the other two. 88

While these middle- and smaller-sized farms do not make a
major contribution to production, they do become the vehicle for
access to farming for individuals who cannot afford to get in on a
massive scale. In this sense, these middle- and smaller-sized farms
become the primary access vehicle for individuals who wish to
enter farming or who wish to expand existing operations in order
to become more competitive. This is largely because the smaller
size of the operation permits lower acquisition costs. It has been
noted that the average value of an average-sized farm has skyrocketed from $40,000 to $405,000 in the last twenty years.8 9
From a cost point of view, the adage that the only way to get
into farming is through marriage or inheritance appears to be true.
As Senator Gaylord Nelson recently noted:
The decline in the number of family farms and inability of young
people to get into farming due to the costs involved and lack of
access to credit has also increased outmigration problems in many
rural communities. The loss of productive young men and women
combined with a steadily increasing elderly population, places
severe financial burdens on the community. Outmigration can
also often result in a loss of potential leadership and a loss of
continuity between generations. 90
The long-term impacts of a closed farming sector are often not
explored. It would appear, however, that if entry into farming can
be promoted, and avenues of access maintained, the urban goal of
cheap food and abundant supplies is more likely to be maintained
at least to the extent that small farms may avoid or buffer against
corporate agribusiness domination of the sector."1 On the other
hand, if individual would-be farmers cannot afford the entry costs,
other entities with greater resources will acquire the available
farmland. At present, this usually means the larger farmers or nonfarm outsiders. It would appear there is a real need to keep access
avenues open when one considers that nearly seventy percent of
farmland is owned by people currently over age fifty, and that cur88. Id. at 11.

89. Healy, What's New From Washington, 98 PROGREssIvE FARMER 8 (South-

west ed. May 1983).
90. Family Farm Entry Assistance Act, Hearings on S. 2582 before Subcomm. on Agricultural Credit and Rural Electrificationof Senate Comm. on Agriculture, Nutrition and Forestry, 96th Cong., 1st Sess. 8 (1979) (statement of
Sen. Gaylord Nelson) [hereinafter Family Farm Entry Assistance].
91. See, e.g., M. FUND & E. CLEMENT, supra note 80, at 25-32.
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rently about eighty percent of people entering farming do so only
by inheriting all or part of a farm. 92 Therefore in the near future, a
large share of farmland will be changing hands, and if it is not
available to a significant number of new entrants, further consolidation of farm size will occur, a higher concentration of land ownership in the hands of fewer and fewer individuals will result, and
the prospect of further corporate involvement must be anticipated.
If we look at what happens to the rural sector as a whole when
farmers leave, there are identifiable impacts beyond those on agriculture itself. This is seen, for example, in the correlation between
loss of small and middle-sized farms and the loss of rural businesses. A recent study, using Bureau of Census information, revealed that between 1971 and 1974, 392,000 farms in this country
were lost. At the same time, 65,000 rural businesses went out of
business, suggesting that as farm numbers have declined, so have
rural communities.' There appears to be a critical mass relationship in the number of farms necessary to support a viable farm
support industry and a viable community. If we look at the size of
that support industry, these figures become a little frightening. Agriculture itself does not represent that large a manpower commitment. The latest figure is that approximately 3.9 million individuals are engaged in farming. Even if we add families to that, it does
not involve a very large segment of the population at all. But,
when the farm support industry-the feed and seed store, the fertilizer distributor, the co-op, and the farm implement dealer,
etc.-are added to this figure, it represents nearly a fifth of our
total economy. If we start losing the support base for many of the
farm support industries, and they move or go out of business, then
we often find general economic decline throughout the economy.
This creates a circular relationship. Presently, most of the
small farmers cannot support themselves and their families on the
income generated from the farm business itself. Research has indicated that it is not until the farm is producing over $20,000 worth
of sales that farm income replaces non-farm income as the chief
source of income for the farmern' Thus, when the non-farm jobs
92. See generally The Kiplinger Agricultural Letter, No. 2, 1979, at 2.
93. See, e.g., York, We Need New Food and Farmland Policies, MAINE ORGANIC FARMER & GARDENER 15 (Sept. 1978). See also Hearings on S. 582 Before
the Subcomm. on Agricultural Credit and Rural Electrification of the Senate
Comm. on Agriculture, Nutrition and Forestry, 96th Cong., 1st Sess. 46-48 (1979)
(statement of Sen. Gaylord Nelson).
94. Family Farm Antitrust Act: Hearings,supra note 31, at 365 app. (Luther

NORTHERN ILLINOIS UNIVERSITY LAW REVIEW

go, so does a major source of income and employment for farmers;
as a result, even more farmers will be forced to leave farming altogether in the face of increasing problems of poverty.
As land formerly farmed by small and middle-sized farmers
passes into the hands of larger farmers or outsiders, changes occur
in the quality of life in rural communities. As one recent study
concludes, "Here in the Midwest as well, when agriculture production becomes concentrated in fewer and fewer hands, the quality of
community life measurably deteriorates. 9 5 This reflects the conclusion of noted rural sociologist Walter Goldschmidt:
Whether we focus on economic, social, or political factors, the
traditional virtues of our society are better served in the family
farm community than in the agribusiness town. Incomes were on
the average higher though more people were supported; business
enterprises were both more numerous and more profitable; there
were more social amenities such as parks, paved streets, and sewers; there were more schools, clubs, and churches; there were
more local newspapers and formal institutions for local political
decision-making. The crucial difference is that in the family farm
community, most of the population was self-employed; in the
other, two-thirds were agricultural workers. 9"
This impact on primary social institutions such as schools,
churches and newspapers is significant. Since socialization results
in the development of primary ties and the internationalization of
social roles and values, these institutions are the primary vehicles
by which individuals are integrated into society as a whole. When
these institutions decline, society as a whole necessarily suffers as a
result. The attitudes of the many former urban residents who have
migrated back to the countryside reflect a growing dissatisfaction
with the effectiveness of urban-socializing institutions and underscore the overall societal need to preserve and protect the seemingly more effective socializing institutions in rural family farm
communities.
A further problem is suggested by the shifting pattern of farm
ownership. Although we may still formally adhere to the Jeffersonian notion that landownership ought to be within the grasp of any
who so desire it, the realities of the farm sector are such that we
Tweeten, supra note 62).
95. Doctoral thesis of L. Swanson, U. of Nebr., Lincoln, quoted in Kline, The
Embattered Independent Farmer, N.Y. Times, Nov. 29, 1981 (Magazine), at 145.
96. Family Farm Antitrust Act: Hearings, supra note 31, at 72 (prepared
statement of Walter Goldschmidt).
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are perceptively becoming a nation of landless individuals. Certainly there has been an identifiable trend in the direction of separating farm ownership from farm operation:9 7 farmland is being
purchased by speculators; production is "contracted" by retail corporations; farm labor and management is hired. Though we are
probably still some distance from the acute land tenure problems
occurring elsewhere in the world, some thought might legitimately
be given to the need for reform here-and for the same reasons
that land reform is being discussed and considered (sometimes violently) elsewhere.
Similarly, there is increasing control over the fruits of the land
in fewer and fewer farmers. For example, ninety-four percent of
cropland is held in units of fifty acres or more and over thirty-eight
percent of cropland is in units larger than 500 acres. 98 For rangeland, ninety percent is in units of 260 acres or more.9 9
In like manner, about one-third of all farmland is rented,
rather than owned by the operator. 10 0 This has resulted in some
possibly startling concentrations. A recent Congressional Budget
Office study found that family farms account for ninety percent of
all farms but only sixty percent of the cash receipts; larger-thanfamily farms constitute eight percent of all farms and twenty percent of farm receipts; and industrial farms account for two percent
of all farms and twenty percent of farm output.'10
A similar USDA study shows that the large commercial farm
category ($40,000 or more sales) includes about /2 million farms
while the smaller commercial farm category ($2,500 to $40,000) involves about 1.2 million families.1 0 2 In 1975, the large commercial
farms received about $70 billion in farm cash receipts which
amounts to almost eighty percent of the total receipts for all
farms.'0 3 Farms with sales of $200,000 or more have accounted for
less than two percent of all farms but nearly forty percent of farm
sales. 0 4 Finally, farms with more than $1 million in sales comprise
97. See, e.g., M. FUND & E. CLEMENT, supra note 80, at 10.
98. Realy, Landscape and Landowner: Issues of Land Tenure in Rural
America, in THE FARM AND THE CITY 102 (A. Woodruff ed. 1980).

99. Id.
100. Id. at 103.
101. FARM STRUCTURE, supra note 28, at 25 (written statement of B. Carr,

Profile of the Commercial Agricultural Sector).

102. Id. at 26.
103. Id.
104. Id.
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one-fourth of one percent of our farms but account for fully twenty
percent of all farm sales. 1 8 Senator Gaylord Nelson has suggested:
The gradual disappearance of the small family [farm] has serious
implications for our entire country. I would raise the question
whether large-scale farming consolidation, further concentration
of power in the diminished number of farms, and increased specialization do not diminish flexibility in our agricultural economy.
Small farmers have traditionally played the role of a kind of
shock absorber to carry the country through adverse economic
conditions. There exists a certain resiliency, continuity, and flexibility in the small family farm. The basic structure of family
farms-high equity, self-employment, lower operating costs, and
the fact that once crops are in the costs of continuing the process
until harvest are extremely low-serve as an incentive to maintain output even if product prices fall to disastrously low levels.
The existence of the small family farm thus helps to provide a
constant food supply at affordable prices." 6
The future impacts of this concentration may well reach beyond those affecting food production however. As one study has
predicted:
The effects of local monopolies of rural lands in the hands of a
few large agribusiness firms will not be confined to the consumer's
food budget. It is in his role as user of rural land for non-food
purposes that the consumer may feel the impact of rural land
ownership concentrated most keenly. Food can be imported. The
consumer can go abroad in search of cheaper recreation or residential amenities, but we cannot import the sites. The effects of
concentration in agriculture are quite likely to drive up the relative price of food, in the long run. They are certain to drive up
107
the costs of non-food producing uses of land.
CONCLUSION

One of our major popular, as well as official, governmental perceptions of the agricultural sector has been its role as an efficient
supplier, at low cost, of abundant supplies of food and fiber for the
nation. Indeed, we pride ourselves on how productive our farmers
are and have been. But if we look down the road and imagine the
105. DOANE'S AGRIC. REP. 4 (Mar. 6, 1981).

106. Family Farm Entry Assistance, supra note 90, at 48 (statement of Gay-

lord Nelson).

107. Family Farm Antitrust Act: Hearings, supra note 31, at 435 (written
statement of R. Rodenfeld).
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situation changing a little, we will undoubtedly see less land being
farmed and fewer farmers doing the farming. Then we might consider whether our historic situation of overabundance is likely to
reverse itself. And if our population increases as our productive
land base goes down, we might well find that we are facing severe
food shortages. Rather than cheap food in the long-run, we might
find that we are paying tremendous prices for it. This is, of course,
not to suggest that greater numbers of farmers owning and operating smaller farms will necessarily provide a solution to those kinds
of problems. Clearly, however, in the long-run, success is more
likely to result if we anticipate impacts beyond those which far too
often appear to be the objects of our short-sighted, current farm
policies.
Another story illustrates the major points made in this article.
In southern Louisiana, there was a Cajun by the name of Marcell,
who was a very good fisherman. He was so good, in fact, the sheriff
got a little suspicious about how he was catching all of his fish. The
sheriff asked him one day if he would take him out in the bayou
fishing, which Marcell consented to do. When they got out in the
middle of the pond, Marcell opened a box of dynamite, lit a stick
and threw it in the water. Boom! Up came the fish and he scooped
them into the boat. The sheriff was beside himself. He said, "We
have laws against that. We don't fish that way." In the meantime
Marcell picked up another stick of dynamite, lit it and handed it
to the sheriff and said, "You going to fish or are you going to
fuss?" We have probably come to this point in terms of the future
of agriculture, given the current structure of regulation: we are going to have to decide whether we want to fish or fuss. In deciding
that, there are some very difficult questions that are going to have
to be asked, and some very difficult answers that are going to have
to be found. We may have to commit ourselves to a value for agriculture beyond a mere provider of food and fiber if we want to
insure that we have a viable agricultural sector in the long-run. We
may have to reconsider our notions about farming as a way of life,
regardless of the economic contribution of a particular farm, if we
are to insure a healthy rural community setting. A very basic question is whether we are willing to make such a national commitment
to a stronger, broader farm base if it means higher food prices in
the future to the consumer. Finally, we may need to reassess our
notions of land ownership and decide just how important it is to
promote and insure the widespread individual ownership of farm-
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land and how near we are to possibly returning to a feudalistic system of wealthy landlords and landless tenants.

